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INTRODUCTION  

 

The USAID LAND Project in close partnership with Rwanda Natural Resource Authority (RNRA) 

organized a research forum to present the findings of a study on the Socioeconomic and 

Environmental Impacts of the Land Use Consolidation Program that was championed by the 

University of Rwanda. The forum was held on Friday, November 14, 2014 at Lemigo Hotel and 

attended  by 40 representatives from the Parliament, Rwanda Agricultural Board (RAB), 

Rwanda Governance Board (RGB), Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources 

(MINIRENA), the Rwanda Natural Resources Authority (RNRA), the Ministry of Justice 

(MINIJUST), and the Ministry of Local Government (MINALOC) in addition to research 

institutions/academia, civil society organizations (CSOs) and the donor community.    

SESSION 1: OPENING AND INTRODUCTION TO WORKSHOP  

1.1 Opening remarks by Emily Krunic 

In her opening remarks, the Democracy & Governance Office Director, Emily Krunic thanked the 

participants for honoring the invitation. She welcomed participants from GoR, Civil Society 

Organizations (CSOs) and the donor community. She recalled that during the first National Land 

Research Agenda held in September 2012 with the purpose of selecting three research topics, 

the economic, social and environmental analysis of Rwanda’s Land Use Consolidation Program 

was one of the topics selected.  

 

Anna Knox, Chief of Party, LAND Project (left) and Emily Krunic, Democracy & Governance Office 

Director, USAID (right) 
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Through a competitive tender process, the University of Rwanda was selected to undertake the 

research with technical support from the University of San-Francisco and NORC at the 

University of Chicago. She further noted that land is the core livelihood resource for many 

Rwandans and one of Rwanda’s most challenging issues. She reiterated that the United States 

government supports research to inform Government of Rwanda (GOR) policies and that this 

study will allow experts to discuss and debate the impact of Land Use Consolidation policy in 

Rwanda with the aim of understanding deeply how the policy is impacting ordinary lives in 

Rwanda. She concluded by urging participants to actively participate and engage in a healthy 

dialogue and debate.  

1.2 Welcome remarks by Anna Knox 

The LAND Project Chief of Party, Anna Knox, made welcome remarks on behalf the RNRA 

Deputy Director General (DDG), Lands and Mapping. She noted that RNRA is the project’s 

primary counterpart and that she had been asked by the DDG to extend his apologies for not 

being able to attend.  

Speaking on behalf of the DDG, Ms. Knox extended recognition to this study as a unique one. 

Several reports have been written on land use consolidation (LUC). However, this study is 

perhaps the first that has involved widespread consultation with farmers who are actually 

participants in the LUC program to understand their experiences and perspectives.  This 

research, undertaken by University of Rwanda researchers with support from NORC, is one that 

is well positioned to inform policy.  

She also stresses the importance of present and invited experts to provide their comments on 

the results of this research and discuss how to implement the recommendations for policy. This 

is an especially timely moment to do so given that there is an ongoing review of the ministerial 

order on land use consolidation that is being championed by MINAGRI.  

She concluded on behalf of the DDG by urging Rwandans – whether policy makers, civil society 

representatives or the general public – to take the time read research reports and use research 

to make sound policy decisions that are based on robust empirical evidence.  

1.3 Objectives of the forum 

The Chief of Party presented the forum’s objectives as follows: 1) present the findings of the 

recently completed research and corresponding recommendations; 2) elicit participant input and 

discussion on the proposed recommendations for policy and practice; and 3) gather participants’ 

ideas for how final recommendations can most effectively influence policy and practice to 

support a robust agricultural sector, food security, improved livelihoods and poverty reduction.  

This was followed by a round of introductions of participants. Appendix 1 contains the 

participants list.  
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SESSION 2: PRESENTATION OF RESEARCH ON THE SOCIOECONOMIC AND 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE LAND USE CONSOLIDATION PROGRAM 

The presenter acknowledged the team members who contributed tirelessly to the success of the 

study. These include:  

 Prof. Herman Musahara 

 Dr. Theophile Niyonzima 

 Claude Bizimana  

 Birasa Nyamulinda 

Birasa, the current research team leader, indicated that the team of local researchers received 
external technical support from the University of San-Francisco and NORC at the University of 
Chicago. He further noted that the study has been presented in different forums in Dar es 
Salaam, Kampala, and in Washington DC.   

The study aims to inform the further development of policies in Rwanda that contribute to 

improvements in agricultural productivity, food security, risk resilience and poverty reduction.  

2.1 Main objectives of the study  

 To assess and document the socio-economic and environmental effects of Land Use 

Consolidation in Rwanda;  

 To describe where, when and how CIP-LUC is being implemented, including selection 

criteria for implementation, crops being promoted in different areas, extent to which LUC 

is delivered together with other components of the CIP, size of plots being grouped, 

implementation in hillsides versus lowlands;  

 To assess the degree to implementation of CIP-LUC on whether it is voluntary and 

farmers have an opportunity to participate in decision-making about its implementation;  

 To evaluate the degree of adoption of LUC in places it has been introduced as well as 

factors influencing adoption. 

2.2 Key challenges 

 Lack of reliable markets for most crops 

 Lack of storage facilities for most of the sites visited  

 In most sites surveyed, farmers were not organized into cooperatives and this deprives 

bargaining power 

 In most villages there are no processing facilities e.g. for maize , wheat and cassava 

 Sometimes seeds distribution is delayed 
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 Farmers claim the amount required to pay for fertilizer is too high for them to afford at 

once 

 Credit facilities are not available at all sites 

2.3 Key findings and conclusions from the study  

1. Most but not all farmers are satisfied with LUC and believe it has brought them benefits, 
including increased yields. 

- Nearly two-thirds of the farmers reported they were satisfied with LUC; majority 
of the farmers have a positive view on the program; 

- Over 10% indicated that they are dissatisfied with LUC  

- 18.5% claimed that their yields have diminished since they joined the LUC 
program 

2. While both satisfaction and agricultural productivity of land are high, food insecurity, 
vulnerability to shocks and poverty remain a serious problem for LUC farmers. 

- Two-thirds of the farmers reported their household did not have enough food to 
eat in the past week. 

3. Participation in LUC provides farmers with important access to inputs, such as improved 
seeds and fertilizers, as well as frequent visits by extension agents and these aspects 
should be emphasized.  

- 83% of the farmers included in the household survey reported using improved 
seeds, while over ¾ used fertilizers, either organic or chemical. 

4. Although LUC is voluntary by law, many farmers felt some degree of pressure to 
participate and initially exhibited resistance to the program.  Working with farmers to 
understand and address these concerns when rolling out the program to new areas 
should receive greater emphasis. 

- 24% of farmers in the survey indicated that their participation in LUC was not 
voluntary; 

- 45% of farmers in the survey reported having felt resistance to the program. 

Points to the need to engage in better communications with farmers to improve program design 

5. Farmers lack access to storage and post-harvest processing for crops, which should be 
emphasized to maximize productivity benefits.  

- Only 22% of farmers had access to storage facilities; 

- Only 12% processed crops post-harvest and over 59% of total output was sold 
on average. 
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2.4 Presentation on Econometric Analysis by Benjamin (Ben) Linkow 

Ben presented on the econometric analysis part of the study. This included the factors that 
determine whether a LUC farmer: 1) is very satisfied with the program, 2) reports producing 
greater yield since joining LUC, and 3) believes the program had a big positive change for their 
household.  

Summary of key findings 

Being “very satisfied” with the program is positively associated with more frequent extension 
visits and higher agricultural output. These associations are statistically significant.  

Reporting greater yields is positively associated with more frequent extension visits, higher 
agricultural output, access to fertilizer subsidies and lower levels of education. These 
associations are statistically significant. 

A farmer reporting a “big positive change” from participating in the LUC program is positively 
associated with years since joining LUC, access to fertilizer subsidies, higher agricultural output, 
being younger, and having a lower level of education. These associations are statistically 
significant. 

The full presentation is contained in Appendix 2.  

SESSION 3: PLENARY DISCUSSIONS  

After the presentation, the plenary discussions were facilitated by Mireille Ikirezi, the LAND 

Project M&E Advisor. The following comments and questions were raised by participants: 

 

RGB: requested more clarifications on econometrics provided by the researcher to enable 

ordinary people to understand the causal relationships. He also wished to know the average of 

farm size for those in the LUC program as compared to non-LUC participants.  

He noted that a lot of effort is required to educate farmers to understand the benefits of the LUC 

program. Besides the eight priority crops in the LUC program, farmers cultivate other crops not 

in the program around their houses.  

 

COP-PSDAG: wanted to understand why a big percentage of people were not able to afford 

meals one week before the survey and requested more data was available to explain this. UR 

researchers suggested that this may be due to shocks affecting their harvests (bad/heavy rains, 

drought, etc…) which cannot be controlled by farmers themselves. They reported that some 

farmers at times sell off all their produce and remain with no food in their households.   

 

MINALOC: DG pointed out most challenges identified by the study have now been solved, but 

acknowledged that there are some persisting challenges which will be addressed in the long 

run. He reiterated that different programs have been put in place such as the District 

Performance Contracts, Umurenge SACCO to enable farmers to acquire loans within their 

means. All 416 sectors now have Cooperative Banks. He admitted that farmers showed some 

level of resistance to LUC program. He further indicated that during the systematic land 

registration, there was a myth that the government would take away the land from the poor and 
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give it to the rich. The presenter suggested that were the study to be carried out now, the 

findings would likely be different.  

 

NISR: Requested the Research Team to demonstrate how the sampling was done to cover the 

stated sample population. 

ActionAid: wanted to know why sustainability of LUC as far as climate change is concerned is 

not featured in the study. Researchers acknowledged that though climate variability is very key, 

the study had not tackled it and recommended further research on that aspect.  

The participant also raised concerns about the high costs of agriculture inputs which many local 

farmers cannot afford, claiming that this negatively impacts farmers’ production. He 

recommended that in order to address the issue of expensive fertilizers and delayed seeds, 

farmers should be encouraged to use compost and manure in their farms. Timely distribution of 

seeds is very important. However, the concern remains, after the LUC program, the distribution 

of seeds might stop. Even though MINAGRI has been assisting farmers by buying seeds and 

fertilizers from input operators and they pay later, there is need to engage the Private Sector 

more in the distribution of seeds and fertilizers.  

Director of Lands, MINIRENA: indicated that it has been scientifically proven that use of 

chemical fertilizers only destroys soils and can hamper production and recommended mixing it 

with lime.   

Search for Common Ground (SFCG): requested the number of farmers not in the LUC program 

who wish to join voluntarily. Non LUC farmers may wish to join the program to get the inputs. He 

noted that the program is growing and that the amount of land under LUC is increasing. 

The UR researchers recounted an example of cassava farmers in Nyamasheke district who 

initially received improved inputs. Later on, they stopped receiving the inputs, but decided to use 

their own money to buy the inputs. Gradually, they started earning a lot of money and now they 

are considered as “Abakungu” (millionaires).   

RAB: pointed out that LUC sites are not organized in the same way and some farmers are not 

organized in cooperatives and or their cooperatives lack effective leadership.   

High Institutional Capacity Development, Rwanda (HICD/R): expressed concerned about the big 

gender disparity in the study and yet women are custodians of food in their households. The UR 

researchers admitted that women are indeed custodians of food but the research did not 

specifically target women, only heads of household. Because heads of household were mostly 

men, respondents were predominantly male.        

SESSION 4: SMALL GROUP DISCUSSIONS   

 

Group A 

1. Are the recommendations provided appropriate- why or why not? 
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 Participants suggested combining the two parts of the recommendations under 

one section. (The recommendations presented by Ben Linkow were separate 

from those presented by Birasa Nyamulinda); 

 Participants suggested separating general recommendations related to 

agriculture sector from very specific ones related to LUC; 

 LUC is the pillar of CIP and many stakeholders are involved in its 

implementation. Therefore, there is a need to specify the role of each stakeholder 

involved in implementing the LUC in taking up the recommendations. 

Participants during group discussions 

 

2. What other recommendations can be derived from the evidence? Specifically, 

what are the implications for policy on land use consolidation and the CIP? 

 Incorporate other existing programs such as the SACCO (savings scheme) into 

LUC; 

 Introduce farming insurance products aimed at insuring shocks. This has to be 

done after an assessment of the appropriate mechanisms to be employed and 

the possibility for Government to provide subsidies to attract Insurance 

Companies in order to mitigate their risks. Examples of Kenya, Latin America, 

Europe and USA were suggested for agricultural insurance products.  

 Establish “Learning Farms” to provide information to farmers on market prices, 

seeds, weather, agricultural seasons, etc.. 
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 Establish community seed banks near LUC sites in each sector to help ensure 

good quality seeds and availability before each agricultural season. 

 Where possible, test and promote rotation of crops instead of general application 

of mono-cropping in order to reduce vulnerability to shocks and increase 

sustainability and food security. 

3. How can these policy recommendations be taken forward and put into 

action?  

 Participants proposed to channel the recommendations through appropriate 

institutions responsible for their implementation; 

 Update the proposed policy brief and circulate it to relevant institutions, such as 

the Parliament and the Prime Minister’s Office; 

 Organize a policy round table with all relevant institutions, including community 

representatives, farmer representatives, CSOs, private sector representatives 

and development partners. 

 Publish leaflets to be shared to specific agriculture zones to address specific 

issues.   

Group B 

While responding to the questions, the group members sub-divided their recommendations into 

two: 1) Recommendation for policy and 2) Recommendation for further research  

Recommendations for Policy  

 Harmonize policies related to land use that affect; i) productivity, ii) post-harvest, iii) 

access to markets, etc.  

 Strengthen agriculture extension services and access to timely delivery of inputs; 

 Increase civic participation in LUC program; ensure substantial involvement of the 

beneficiaries; 

 Strengthening the communication strategy used in implementation of the LUC program 

In order to address resistance to the program.   

Recommendations for further research 

 Most but not all farmers are satisfied with LUC and believe it has brought them benefits, 

including increased yield. The group finds it vague and ask, “who are the most and who 

are the least in terms of numeric or percentage and what are the characteristics,”, and 

request for more specificity; 

 Further research should be carried out on categorization of farmers; 

 More research on LUC effects on the environment is needed to complement this study 
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SESSION 5: PLENARY DISCUSSIONS ON SMALL GROUP PRESENTATIONS 

After each group shared their proposals from the group discussions, the Chief of Party wanted 

to know which institution would be most appropriate to lead a round table to discuss the 

findings. She offered that if MINAGRI or RAB would organize the policy round table, the LAND 

Project could provide support.   

On the aspect of environment, one participant noted that the researchers covered mostly the 

economic and social analysis of LUC by assessing the farmers’ perspectives and other key 

factors.  

The environmental analyst from RDB pointed out that the title of the study is kind of misleading. 

It should be made clear that researchers focused on the perspectives on a variety of aspects of 

LUC from participating farmers and other key actors but not the environmental analysis. He 

further proposed that the title be modified to reflect the content.    

The Chief of Party noted that it proved not possible for UR to gather hard scientific data on 

environmental factors to complement farmer perceptions of environmental impact that are 

presented in the study. She remarked that although it is important to get hard scientific data to 

verify environmental impacts, farmers’ perspectives on environmental change are also valuable 

data that need to be taken seriously. 

SESSION 6: CLOSING REMARKS  

In her closing remarks, the LAND Project COP applauded the animated participation, strong 

engagement of the participants. She promised to share the proceedings with the rest of the 

participants. While acknowledging the positive findings of the study in terms of LUC farmer 

satisfaction and perceptions of improved yields, she indicated that there is still much for the 

program to do to address outstanding concerns such as food insecurity, vulnerability to shocks, 

and poor access to markets and to storage and processing facilities. She noted that every study 

has its parameters and limitations, and that it is not possible for a single study to respond to all 

questions posed by stakeholders. Finally, she indicated that participants should continue to 

nurture this initiative and inform the policy makers so that LUC participants can benefit from 

implementation of study recommendations.    
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Appendix 1: Participants’ List 

No. Name  Position Organization  Tel. & Email 

1 Ivan Mbaraga Program 

Officer 

HICD/R 0785437921 ivan-

mbaraga@hicdr.com  

2 Martin West COP PSD AG 0783451895 
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3 Anatole Uwiragiye  Manager AAIR anatole.uwiragiye@actionaid.org  

4 Leonidas 

Dusengemungu 

Socio-Eco RAB 0788617194 

leonidasdusenge@yahoo.com  

5 Ndayisaba Daniel  Research 

Coordinator 

ILPD 0788786376 

daniel.ndayisaba@ilpd.ac.rw  

6 Nzaramba Rene Director of 

Planning & 

Lecturer 

UR/CAVM 0788457574 

rnzaramba@gmail.com  

7 Birasa Nyamulinda Researcher  UR 0788804243 

bikan2005@yahoo.com  

8 Theophile 

Niyonzima 

Researcher UR 0788450488 

theoniyonzima@gmail.com   

9 Rhona Nyakulama Laison Officer  RNRA/Land 

Project 

nyakulama@yahoo.com  

10 Umukobwa Laetitia Project 

Officer/Partner

ship for 

Peaceful Rural 

Transformation 

Imbaraga umuklaet@yahoo.fr  

11 Tumusherure 

Wilson 

Lecturer/Rese

arch 

INES-

Ruhengeri  

0788860759 

tumusherure@gmail.com  

12 Emmanuel 

Kabalisa  

Project Officer RCN J&D kabalisafellow@yahoo.com  

13 Anastase Balinda Director of 

Access to 
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MINIJUST balanastase@gmail.com  

mailto:ivan-mbaraga@hicdr.com
mailto:ivan-mbaraga@hicdr.com
mailto:westm53@hotmail.com
mailto:anatole.uwiragiye@actionaid.org
mailto:leonidasdusenge@yahoo.com
mailto:daniel.ndayisaba@ilpd.ac.rw
mailto:rnzaramba@gmail.com
mailto:bikan2005@yahoo.com
mailto:theoniyonzima@gmail.com
mailto:nyakulama@yahoo.com
mailto:umuklaet@yahoo.fr
mailto:tumusherure@gmail.com
mailto:kabalisafellow@yahoo.com
mailto:balanastase@gmail.com


18 
 

14 Jean Paul 

Ntezimana 

Media 

Coordinator 

SFCG Jntezimana@sfcg.org  

15 Budengeri Eulade  Program 

Manager  

INADES 

Formation 

0788504929 

ebundengeri@yahoo.fr 

eulade.budengeri@inadesfor.net  

16 Usengumukiza 

Felicien 

DICEO RGB felicien.u@gmail.com  

17 Niyongira 

Emmanuel 

Agric 

Specialist 

Global 

Communities 

eniyongira@rw.globalcommunities.

org  

18 Fidele Masengo DCOP Land Project fmasengo@land-project.org  
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22 Peter Malnak USAID Mission 

Director 

USAID pmalnak@usaid.gov  

23 Dr Hafashimana E Researcher University of 

Rwanda 

 

24 Enid Ingabire Administrative 

Assistant 

Land Project eingabire@land-project.org  

25 Kayondo Solange Marketing 

Officer 

NAEB 0788504003 solkayondo@yahoo.fr  

26 Seraphine 

Mukankusi 

Program 

Officer  

EU seraphine.mukankusi@eeas.europ

a.eu  

27 Emmanuel 

Muligirwa 

NPM FAO 0788478645 

emmanuel.muligirwa@fao.org  

28 Emmanuel 

Uwizeye 

DLEWF MINIRENA 0788505075 

euwizeye@minirena.gov.rw  
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Appendix 2: Presentation on the Socioeconomic and Environmental Impacts of 

the Land Use Consolidation Program 
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